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G207-259
This is not the case; see Section 4.6.2 of the document. Also, the
EIS/EIR acknowledges the contribution of energy conservation and
renewables to meet California's energy needs in Sections 3.3.1,
3.3.2, and 4.10.1.3. However, the 2005 California Energy Action
Plan states explicitly that "California must also promote
infrastructure enhancements, such as additional pipeline and
storage capacity, and diversify supply sources to include liquefied
natural gas (LNG)."

G207-260
Section 1.2 discusses dependence on foreign energy sources.

G207-261
Thank you for the information. See also the response to the
preceding comment.
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G207-262
Review of current data and geotechnical reports (see Section 4.11
references) indicates that risks from seismic and geologic hazards
in the Project area are sufficiently understood to evaluate potential
impacts and mitigation measures for the purposes of the
environmental review. Section 4.11.4 contains information on
potential impacts from seismic and geologic hazards and mitigation
measures to address such impacts.

The United States Geological Survey (USGS) prepared the report
Comments on Potential Geologic and Seismic Hazards Affecting
Coastal Ventura County, California (Open-File Report 2004-1286,
2004), which is included as Appendix J1. The USGS report was
prepared in response to a letter to the USGS dated June 25, 2004,
from Representative Lois Capps (CA 23rd District), which
specifically requested advice on geologic hazards that should be
considered in the review of proposed LNG facilities offshore
Ventura County, California, including the Cabrillo Port LNG
Deepwater Port Project. The USGS report examines the regional
seismic and geologic hazards that could affect proposed LNG
facilities in coastal Ventura County, California. Information from the
USGS report is incorporated in Section 4.11, which contains
information on seismic and geologic hazards, and conclusions from
the USGS report were used in the analysis. Appendices J2 through
J4 contain additional evaluations of seismic hazards.

Two of the authors of the USGS report are also authors of the
technical paper "Recent Deformation along the Offshore Malibu
Coast, Dume, and Related Faults West of Point Dume, Southern
California," published in the Bulletin of the Seismological Society of
America, December 2005; this technical paper was also used in the
analysis and cited as a reference. The analysis also took into
consideration and cited as a reference the USGS/California
Geological Survey's most current information from Probabilistic
Seismic Hazard Assessment Maps (updated April 2003). The
Applicant prepared additional geological and seismic hazard
reports and preliminary geotechnical studies for the proposed
Project that were also used in the analysis and cited as references.

G207-263
Section 4.11.1.2 contains revised text on faults and seismicity.
Section 4.11.1.3 contains information on fault rupture. Impact
GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4 contains information on potential impacts
from damage to pipelines or other facilities that could occur due to



direct rupture (ground offset) along fault lines. Review of current
data and geotechnical reports indicates that risks from faults in the
Project area are sufficiently understood to evaluate potential
impacts and mitigation measures.

Figure 4.11-6 is not intended to serve as a map of near seafloor
faults. While Figure 4.11-6 does show some of the major faults in
the Project area, its primary purpose is to show offshore geologic
features in the Project area. However, the offshore faults shown in
Figure 4.11-6 do correspond to faults shown in the Southern
California Earthquake Center's Community Fault Model, the
reference cited by the commenter. Figure 1 in Appendix J1 and
Plate 2.1 in Appendix J2 provide additional detail on offshore faults,
including where the proposed pipeline potentially crosses the
Malibu Coast Fault and the Anacapa-Dume Fault. Figure 1 in
Appendix J3 is a regional fault map, which shows the location of the
Santa Cruz Island Fault. While the structure of faulting may be
complicated in the Project area, more detailed mapping is not
needed for the environmental review to analyze potential impacts.

As stated in Section 4.11.1.10, "CSLC engineers and geologists
reviewed the geological/seismic hazard reports and preliminary
geotechnical studies prepared by the Applicant for the Project and
found them to be adequate for the purposes of the environmental
review. Further geotechnical studies would be needed, however, for
the final design stage after the conclusion of the environmental
review. Similarly, MARAD has sufficient information for the
purposes of this review."

As stated in MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4, "[t]he Applicant, as a
condition of any lease, shall complete final site-specific
geotechnical and seismic hazard studies, to be approved by the
CSLC and USCG or MARAD, as appropriate, prior to final pipeline
design and construction. The studies shall cover suspected active
fault crossings to accurately define the fault plane location,
orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and shall include the
magnitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations; this
information shall be used to enhance fault crossing design
parameters."
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G207-264
Section 4.11.1.2 contains revised text on faults and seismicity.
Section 4.11.1.3 contains information on fault rupture. Impact
GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4 contains information on potential impacts
from damage to pipelines or other facilities that could occur due to
direct rupture (ground offset) along fault lines. Review of current
data and geotechnical reports indicates that risks from faults in the
Project area are sufficiently understood to evaluate potential
impacts and mitigation measures.

G207-265
Section 4.11.1.5 and Impact GEO-5 (which contains revised text) in
Section 4.11.4 contain information on the potential for damage to
pipelines and other facilities and mitigation measures to address
potential impacts that could occur due to mass movement of soil
that is of a transitory and sporadic nature. As stated, "[m]ass
movement includes landslides, liquefaction, subsidence, sand
migration, and turbidity currents. The ground shaking from an
earthquake could cause loose sediments found on slopes to move."
The proposed offshore route avoids active offshore canyons,
reducing but not eliminating the potential for slides and turbidity
currents. The analysis acknowledges that the "sediment and
current may exert substantial forces on a subsea structure."
Average sedimentation accumulation rates of 3 millimeters per year
during the Holocene (last 12,000 years) in the Santa Monica Basin,
as discussed in the report cited by the commenter, do not
contradict this analysis.

The Applicant has incorporated AM GEO-5a (see Section 4.11.4)
into the proposed Project to address this potential impact. MM
GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4 would require the Applicant to complete
final site-specific geotechnical and seismic hazard studies as
described. MM GEO-3d in Section 4.11.4 would require the
Applicant to evaluate a thicker wall pipe for final pipeline design to
make the pipelines more stable and able to withstand the modeled
turbidity currents.

G207-266
As stated in MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4, "[t]he Applicant, as a
condition of any lease, shall complete final site-specific
geotechnical and seismic hazard studies, to be approved by the
CSLC and USCG or MARAD, as appropriate, prior to final pipeline
design and construction. The studies shall cover suspected active
fault crossings to accurately define the fault plane location,
orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and shall include the
magnitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations; this
information shall be used to enhance fault crossing design



parameters."

As stated in Impact GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4, the "offshore gas
pipelines...would be designed to accommodate, based on the then
most current information, anticipated maximum lateral/vertical
motion from earthquakes (permanent deformation of seafloor)
during the final design stage."

Section 4.11.1.5 and Impact GEO-5 (which contains revised text) in
Section 4.11.4 contain information on the potential for damage to
pipelines and other facilities and mitigation measures to address
potential impacts that could occur due to mass movement of soil,
including landslides, mudflow, lateral spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse. Section 4.11.1.8 and Impact GEO-6 in
Section 4.11.4 contain information on potential impacts from
tsunamis and mitigation measures to address such impacts.
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G207-267
Appendix J2 (Preliminary Seismic and Geologic Hazards
Evaluation, June 2004) is one of several geotechnical resources
used as the basis for the geologic analysis. Section 2.0 of Appendix
J2 contains information on the geologic setting, faulting, and
historic seismicity in the Project area, including discussions of
major faults.

As stated in Section 3.0 of Appendix J2, "[t]he proposed site is
known to be in an area of significant seismic activity. A
seismotectonic model was assembled to represent the active and
potentially active faults within a 100 km radius around the [P]roject
area. Because the regional tectonics are complex, and the
proposed alignment crosses two major faults, a significant amount
of effort was invested in appropriately modeling the seismicity of the
area. This effort was more than generally required for a preliminary
study, but was warranted by the nature and specifics of this
[P]roject." Uncertainties in the magnitude and location of
earthquakes and their resulting ground motion are taken into
account when determining maximum probable shaking hazards.

G207-268
Review of current data and geotechnical reports indicates that risks
from seismic and geologic hazards in the Project area are
sufficiently understood to evaluate potential impacts for the
purposes of the environmental review; additional analyses using a
fully detailed three dimensional dynamic model of the structural
system are not required. Uncertainties in the magnitude and
location of earthquakes and their resulting ground motion are taken
into account when determining maximum probable shaking
hazards. As stated in Section 4.11.1.10, "CSLC engineers and
geologists reviewed the geological/seismic hazard reports and
preliminary geotechnical studies prepared by the Applicant for the
Project and found them to be adequate for the purposes of the
environmental review. Further geotechnical studies would be
needed, however, for the final design stage after the conclusion of
the environmental review. Similarly, MARAD has sufficient
information for the purposes of this review."

As stated in MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4, "[t]he Applicant, as a
condition of any lease, shall complete final site-specific
geotechnical and seismic hazard studies, to be approved by the
CSLC and USCG or MARAD, as appropriate, prior to final pipeline
design and construction. The studies shall cover suspected active



fault crossings to accurately define the fault plane location,
orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and shall include the
magnitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations; this
information shall be used to enhance fault crossing design
parameters."

As stated in Impact GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4, the "offshore gas
pipelines...would be designed to accommodate, based on the then
most current information, anticipated maximum lateral/vertical
motion from earthquakes (permanent deformation of seafloor)
during the final design stage."
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G207-269
As stated in MM GEO-3b in Section 4.11.4, "[p]ipeline routes would
also be designed to cross potential faults at as much as a right
angle as possible if determined by site-specific conditions to be the
most appropriate design. Offset of pipelines crossing strike-slip or
normal faults at right angles typically induces tension in the pipe,
rather than compression. Pipelines can withstand significant offset
when in tension."

As stated in MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4, "[t]he Applicant, as a
condition of any lease, shall complete final site-specific
geotechnical and seismic hazard studies, to be approved by the
CSLC and USCG or MARAD, as appropriate, prior to final pipeline
design and construction. The studies shall cover suspected active
fault crossings to accurately define the fault plane location,
orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and shall include the
magnitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations; this
information shall be used to enhance fault crossing design
parameters."

G207-270
Appendix J2 does not include information on the earthquake of
1812, and the earliest earthquake shown on the earthquake
epicenter map (Map 1 in Appendix J2) is from 1859. The USGS
and others have typically assigned the earthquake of 1812 to the
Santa Barbara Channel; however, uncertainties in the magnitude
and location of earthquakes and their resulting ground motion are
taken into account when determining maximum probable shaking
hazards.

As stated in Section 4.11.1.10, "CSLC engineers and geologists
reviewed the geological/seismic hazard reports and preliminary
geotechnical studies prepared by the Applicant for the Project and
found them to be adequate for the purposes of the environmental
review. Further geotechnical studies would be needed, however, for
the final design stage after the conclusion of the environmental
review. Similarly, MARAD has sufficient information for the
purposes of this review."

G207-271
MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4 lists the minimum information that
would be contained in the reports on the final geotechnical studies
that the Applicant would be required to complete prior to
construction. As stated in MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4, "[t]he



Applicant, as a condition of any lease, shall complete final
site-specific geotechnical and seismic hazard studies, to be
approved by the CSLC and USCG or MARAD, as appropriate, prior
to final pipeline design and construction. The studies shall cover
suspected active fault crossings to accurately define the fault plane
location, orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and shall
include the magnitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations;
this information shall be used to enhance fault crossing design
parameters."

As stated in Impact GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4, the "offshore gas
pipelines...would be designed to accommodate, based on the then
most current information, anticipated maximum lateral/vertical
motion from earthquakes (permanent deformation of seafloor)
during the final design stage."

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of offshore and onshore components of the
Project. The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with
applicable standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section
4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State agency jurisdiction
and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act specifies regulations that
all deepwater ports must meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information
on design and safety standards for the deepwater port. The
EIS/EIR's analyses have been developed with consideration of
these factors and regulations and in full conformance with the
requirements of NEPA and the CEQA.

G207-272
MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4 lists additional geotechnical studies
that the Applicant would be required to conduct prior to
construction, the purpose of which are to provide more refined
information for final design. For example, the purpose of evaluating
"the turbidity flow pathways from canyons that are outside the
immediate Project area" would be to ensure that the design would
account for turbidity flow impacts from beyond topographic canyon
boundaries. Similarly, the purpose of conducting the other bulleted
items in MM GEO-3c would be to collect more refined (i.e.,
localized) geotechnical information that would be needed for final
design.

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of offshore and onshore components of the
Project. The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with
applicable standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section
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4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State agency jurisdiction
and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act specifies regulations that
all deepwater ports must meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information
on design and safety standards for the deepwater port. The
EIS/EIR's analyses have been developed with consideration of
these factors and regulations and in full conformance with the
requirements of NEPA and the CEQA.
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Review of current data and geotechnical reports indicates that risks
from seismic and geologic hazards in the Project area are
sufficiently understood to evaluate potential impacts for the
purposes of the environmental review. As stated in Section 4.11.1,
"[n]either Federal (the USCG and the U.S. Maritime Administration
[MARAD]) nor State (CSLC) lead agencies require deepwater port
applicants to provide final detailed designs as part of their
application. If a license is approved, the deepwater port licensee is
required to submit all plans of the offshore components comprising
the deepwater port to the USCG for approval. If the CSLC approves
the lease application, the conditions of the lease would include the
specific requirement that the Applicant submit, for review and
approval by State agencies, detailed design criteria and final
detailed engineering designs with respect to facilities to be located
in State waters or onshore areas. The Applicant would also be
required to submit, for review and State agency comment, detailed
design criteria and final detailed engineering designs with respect
to the FSRU and other facilities to be located in offshore Federal
waters. Submission of additional design studies may be required
under the conditions of the lease with respect to such facilities
before construction of the deepwater port can begin."

As stated in Impact GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4, the "offshore gas
pipelines...would be designed to accommodate, based on the then
most current information, anticipated maximum lateral/vertical
motion from earthquakes (permanent deformation of seafloor)
during the final design stage."

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of offshore and onshore components of the
Project. The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with
applicable standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section
4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State agency jurisdiction
and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act specifies regulations that
all deepwater ports must meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information
on design and safety standards for the deepwater port. The
EIS/EIR's analyses have been developed with consideration of
these factors and regulations and in full conformance with the
requirements of NEPA and the CEQA.

G207-274
As stated in Section 8.0 in Appendix J2, "Table 8.1 shows a



qualitative assessment of the liquefaction potential as well as
subsequent settlement and/or lateral spreading due to liquefaction,
for the peak ground accelerations and anticipated soil response to
strong ground shaking, at the four locations along the proposed
alignment." The table affirms that the shallow shelf has the potential
for each of these types of mass movement, but it does indicate the
likelihood for any of the types of mass movement to occur.
Appendix J2 does not contain an implied assumption for
homogeneity of the sediment apron; indeed as stated in Section 6.3
of Appendix J2, "[t]he thickness and continuity of the sediments
with depth (below the maximum depth sampled) is unknown."
Section 6.5 of Appendix J2 describes the conservative assumptions
for sediment characteristics that were used in the analyses. As
stated in Section 4.11.1.6, "[f]ew areas of liquefaction potential in
the Project area are at risk of lateral spreading." The analysis
acknowledges that the "sediment and current may exert substantial
forces on a subsea structure." As stated in Section 8.0 of Appendix
J2, "if we assume that one to two meters of liquefiable material are
present, we would anticipate settlement on the order of 2 to 8
centimeters."

Review of current data and geotechnical reports indicates that risks
from seismic and geologic hazards in the Project area are
sufficiently understood to evaluate potential impacts for the
purposes of the environmental review. We do not agree that
basin-wide turbidity currents pose a threat to the offshore pipelines
that would not be addressed during final engineering design.

As stated in Section 4.11.1.10, "CSLC engineers and geologists
reviewed the geological/seismic hazard reports and preliminary
geotechnical studies prepared by the Applicant for the Project and
found them to be adequate for the purposes of the environmental
review. Further geotechnical studies would be needed, however, for
the final design stage after the conclusion of the environmental
review. Similarly, MARAD has sufficient information for the
purposes of this review."

As noted in the comment, Normark et al. (Late Quaternary
sedimentation and deformation in Santa Monica and Catalina
Basins, offshore southern California, 2004) found, based on one
boring location, that average sedimentation rates from all sources
were nearly 3 millimeters per year, or almost 1 inch every eight
years. Most of the basin sediment comes from the Hueneme and
Mugu submarine canyons, both located about four miles from the
proposed pipeline route. Mugu Canyon sediment flow (which could
cross the pipeline) is considered in Appendix J2. There could be
several discrete turbidity flows triggered by the same seismic event
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along pathways modeled in Appendix J2 in addition to locations
located far from the pipeline route.

2006/G207



G207-274
Continued

G207-275

G207-276

G207-277

2006/G207

G207-274 Continued

G207-275
Review of current data and geotechnical reports indicates that risks
from seismic and geologic hazards in the Project area are
sufficiently understood to evaluate potential impacts for the
purposes of the environmental review. Section 4.11.4 contains
information on potential impacts from seismic and geologic hazards
and mitigation measures to address such impacts. Data and
geotechnical reports that were used in the analysis and that were
cited as references include current information sufficient to assess
the Project's potential impacts and to evaluate mitigation measures.

Analysis of the potential impacts does not depend on complete
information regarding the offshore faults or a complete
understanding of the complexity of the fault system in the Project
area. While the structure of faulting may be complicated in the
Project area, more detailed mapping is not needed for the
environmental review to analyze potential impacts. Figure 1 in
Appendix J1 and Plate 2.1 in Appendix J2 provide information on
offshore faults, including where the proposed pipeline potentially
crosses the Malibu Coast Fault and the Anacapa-Dume Fault.
Figure 1 in Appendix J3 is a regional fault map, which shows the
location of the Santa Cruz Island Fault. Additional mapping may be
required for detailed design purposes.

The analysis acknowledges that "the sediment and current may
exert substantial forces on a subsea structure." Section 4.11.1.5
and Impact GEO-5 (which contains revised text) in Section 4.11.4
contain information on the potential for damage to pipelines and
other facilities and mitigation measures to address potential
impacts that could occur due to mass movement of soil that is of a
transitory and sporadic nature.

As stated in Section 4.11.1.10, "CSLC engineers and geologists
reviewed the geological/seismic hazard reports and preliminary
geotechnical studies prepared by the Applicant for the Project and
found them to be adequate for the purposes of the environmental
review. Further geotechnical studies would be needed, however, for
the final design stage after the conclusion of the environmental
review. Similarly, MARAD has sufficient information for the
purposes of this review."

As stated in MM GEO-3c in Section 4.11.4, "[t]he Applicant, as a
condition of any lease, shall complete final site-specific
geotechnical and seismic hazard studies, to be approved by the



CSLC and USCG or MARAD, as appropriate, prior to final pipeline
design and construction. The studies shall cover suspected active
fault crossings to accurately define the fault plane location,
orientation, and direction of anticipated offset, and shall include the
magnitude of the anticipated offset at the fault locations; this
information shall be used to enhance fault crossing design
parameters."
As stated in Impact GEO-3 in Section 4.11.4, the "offshore gas
pipelines...would be designed to accommodate, based on the then
most current information, anticipated maximum lateral/vertical
motion from earthquakes (permanent deformation of seafloor)
during the final design stage."

Section 2.1 contains information on design criteria and
specifications, final design requirements, and regulations governing
the construction of offshore and onshore components of the
Project. The Cabrillo Port must be designed in accordance with
applicable standards, and the USCG has final approval. Section
4.2.4 contains information on Federal and State agency jurisdiction
and cooperation. The Deepwater Port Act specifies regulations that
all deepwater ports must meet; Section 4.2.7.3 contains information
on design and safety standards for the deepwater port. The
EIS/EIR's analyses have been developed with consideration of
these factors and regulations and in full conformance with the
requirements of NEPA and the CEQA.

See also the responses to the comments beginning in the middle of
page 110 to the top of page 115 of this letter.

G207-276
On the contrary, consistency with plans and policies is discussed
throughout the section. Section 4.13.1 explicitly discussed the
Project's consistency with the following plans: the CINMS
Management Plan, the City of Oxnard Land Use Plan Coastal Plan,
the Ormond Beach Wetlands Restoration Project, the City of
Oxnard General Plan, the Ventura County General Plan, potential
future school sites, and the City of Santa Clarita General Plan.
Section 4.13.2.1 discusses major Federal, State and local laws and
regulations relating to land use (see Table 4.13-6) and states:
"Consistency with local land use plans must be viewed within the
context of the existing franchise agreements that Ventura County
and the Cities of Oxnard and Santa Clarita have with SoCalGas.
These franchise agreements grant the right, privilege, and franchise
for SoCalGas to lay and use pipelines and appurtenances for
transmitting and distributing natural gas for any and all purposes
under, along, across, or upon public streets and other ROWs."
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The regulatory responsibilities of the cited agencies and statutes
are more appropriately listed and discussed in Sections 4.6, Air
Quality, 4.18, Water Quality and Sediments, 4.7, Biological
Resources-Marine, and 4.8, Biological Resources-Terrestrial,
respectively, as they are. As provided under section 15120(a),
State CEQA Guidelines, "Environmental Impact Reports shall
contain the information outlined in this article, but the format of the
document may be varied."
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Again, the CDFG's role is indicated in Sections 4.7 (Table 4.7-7)
and 4.8 (Table 4.8-10) and the California Coastal Commission's
"original jurisdiction" in Section 1.6.

G207-279
The USEPA is responsible for determining the designations of each
region of the United States with respect to the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards. The USEPA is also responsible for determining
the Federal, State, and local air quality laws and regulations that
are applicable to deepwater ports, including Cabrillo Port.

In March 2006, the USCG and MARAD solicited public input on a
Draft General Conformity Determination, which concluded that NOx
emissions generated from Project construction activities in Los
Angeles County were subject to the General Conformity Rule. All
other Project-related emissions were determined not to be subject
to the General Conformity Rule. Subsequent to the issuance of the
Conformity Determination, BHPB provided a written commitment
that all onshore pipeline construction equipment would, to the
extent possible, utilize engines compliant with USEPA Tier 2, 3, or
4 non-road engine standards with Tier 2 being the minimum
standard for any engine.

Project emissions were then reanalyzed to assess the potential
emission reductions associated with the stated commitment and to
reassess the applicability of the General Conformity Rule. The
revised General Conformity analysis concluded that all applicable
Project emissions would be less than de minimis thresholds in both
Ventura and Los Angeles Counties and, therefore, not subject to
the General Conformity Rule. Based on this conclusion, the USCG
and MARAD will not finalize the Draft General Conformity
Determination.

Section 4.6.1.3 and Section 4.6.2 contain revised Project emission
estimates and a revised discussion of the applicability of the
General Conformity Rule to the Project, respectively. Appendix G4
contains a copy of the revised General Conformity analysis.

Section 4.6.4 contains a comparison of Project offshore emissions
that occur in Ventura County waters to significance criteria outlined
in Ventura County Air Quality Assessment Guidelines. No offshore
emissions would occur in Los Angeles County waters as a result of
the Project. Since the USEPA has proposed to issue an Authority to



Construct under Ventura County Air Pollution Control District
(VCAPCD) Rule 10, Ventura County significance criteria are not
applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment or operations. Emissions from
Project vessels (i.e., LNG carriers, tugs, service vessels) operating
in Federal waters are not subject to regulation under the Deepwater
Port Act, and therefore, the significance criteria or emissions offsets
established for Ventura County or Los Angeles County are not
applicable.

Ventura County Air Pollution Control District (VCAPCD) Rule 26.2
and South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) New
Source Review Regulation XIII are applicable only to stationary
source emissions. Further, the USEPA has made a preliminary
determination that the emission offsets requirements outlined in
VCAPCD Rule 26.2 are not applicable to Cabrillo Port equipment
and operations.

The USEPA has jurisdiction to administer air quality regulations and
required air permits for applicable Project activities that occur
outside of the boundaries of California counties, including operation
of the FSRU. The SCAQMD has jurisdiction to administer air quality
regulations and required air permits for applicable Project activities
that occur within Los Angeles County, including construction of the
Line 225 Loop pipeline. The SCAQMD also provided comments on
the Revised Draft EIR that have been taken into consideration.
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Section 4.13.2.2 contains information on the Project's consistency
with major and regional plans, including the Coastal Zone
Management Act.

G207-281
The lead agencies disagree with this characterization of the State's
Ocean Plan and Water Quality Control Plan and applicability of the
California Thermal Plan; however, as a condition of the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit, the
USEPA would limit the temperature for cooling water discharge to a
maximum of 20°F above ambient temperature and would allow a
maximum increase of 4°F above ambient temperature 1,000 feet
down current from the discharge point. The Applicant has modified
the Project to comply with these requirements. Sections 4.18.1 and
4.18.4 contain revised information on the thermal plume discharge.

G207-282
As discussed in Section 4.13.1.2 under City of Oxnard Land Use
Plan Coastal Plan, "the shore crossing at the Reliant Energy
Ormond Beach Generating Station is within the local coastal zone.
The Oxnard Coastal Land Use Plan, which governs land uses in
this zone, encourages industrial and energy development in the
area already designated specifically for energy facilities while
protecting beaches and wetlands." Relevant plans and policies of
the California Coastal Act and California Coastal Management Plan
are discussed in Section 4.13.2.2. As stated, the Applicant has
initiated the consistency determination by submitting draft
information in October 2006. Discussions are currently being held
between the Applicant and CCC staff regarding the level of
additional information and timing of the request for consistency.

G207-283
Impact NOI-2 in Section 4.14.4 contains information on Project
noise impacts on fishers and boaters.

G207-284
Impact MT-1 in Section 4.3.4 contains revised mitigation measures.
The observation of the rules of the road and the mitigation
measures would be protective of recreational boaters.
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G207-285
Impact MT-3 in Section 4.3.4 contains a vessel collision analysis
that includes the risk of vessel collisions.

G207-286
Section 4.2.5 discusses the Applicant's insurance coverage and
cost recovery for incidents.

According to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), economic or social
effects are to be considered when there is a linkage to a physical
effect. Under NEPA, analysis should be restricted to those social or
economic factors that are interrelated to the natural or physical
environment and may be affected by the range of alternatives
considered. In addition, section 15131 of the State CEQA
Guidelines states that "economic or social information may be
presented in an EIR in whatever form the agency desires." Section
4.16 of the EIS/EIR is written in accordance with both NEPA and
the CEQA requirements and guidance.

G207-287
As discussed in Section 4.16.1.2, the 200 to 240 workers required
for Project construction may already live in the area or seek
short-term rentals. Even if 240 workers were to seek temporary
accommodations, they would represent less than 3 percent of the
10,450 units identified in Table 4.16-8. Temporary housing is also
available as rental units. Tables 4.16-6 and 4.16-7 provide housing
estimates and vacancy rates in the Project vicinity. Although some
accommodations may have stay limits, an adequate number of
units would still be available to meet their housing needs.

As discussed in Section 4.16.3, the Project would not induce a
substantial increase in the short- or long-term demand for housing
in excess of existing and projected capacities or cause the vacancy
rate of temporary housing to fall to less than 5 percent. The
population during construction would increase by less than 0.05
percent from the current population base in Ventura and Los
Angeles Counties. An onshore LNG facility in rural Wales is not
comparable to an offshore LNG facility in Southern California.

G207-288
Section 2.2.4 discusses the offshore safety zone, which under
Federal law is an area to which access is limited to authorized
persons, vehicles, or vessels. As discussed in Section 4.3.1.1, no



fishing grounds are located in the proposed 1,640-foot (500 m)
safety zone around the FSRU, which is in deep water, thereby
limiting fishing activities. Section 4.2.7.6 and the Independent Risk
Assessment (Appendix C1) contain information on public safety
impacts from various incidents at the FSRU. The analysis indicates
that the maximum impact distance of an accident would involve a
vapor cloud dispersion extending 6.3 nautical miles (7.3 miles) from
the FSRU.
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G207-290

G207-291

G207-292
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G207-288 Continued

G207-289
No fishing grounds are located in the proposed safety zone
surrounding the FSRU, which is in deep water; therefore, catch
would not be reduced. Section 4.16.4 contains information on
Project impacts on commercial fishing.

G207-290
Section 4.7.4 and Appendix H contain information on the effects of
the Project on marine biological resources, including entrainment
and impingement of seawater. Section 4.18.4 contains information
on Project-related discharges. The Project's direct effects on
biological resources are less than significant; therefore, indirect
effects on fisheries would not be significant.

G207-291
Sections 3.1 and 3.2 describe the criteria used to develop a
reasonable range of alternatives. Section 3.3 discusses energy
conservation measures, renewable energy sources, and other
alternatives that were eliminated from further analysis.

According to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), economic or social
effects are to be considered when there is a linkage to a physical
effect. Under NEPA, analysis should be restricted to those social or
economic factors that are interrelated to the natural or physical
environment and may be affected by the range of alternatives
considered. In addition, section 15131 of the State CEQA
Guidelines states that "economic or social information may be
presented in an EIR in whatever form the agency desires." Section
4.16 of the EIS/EIR is written in accordance with both NEPA and
the CEQA requirements and guidance.

G207-292
The Project has been modified since issuance of the March 2006
Revised Draft EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project
changes. A closed loop tempered water cooling system, which
recirculates water, would be used instead of a seawater cooling
system, except during annual maintenance (four days for the
closed loop tempered water cooling system, and four days for the
Moss tanks when the inert gas generator [IGG] would be
operating).

Because seawater would only be used as non-contact cooling
water during these maintenance activities, the volume of seawater



used would be greatly reduced. Seawater would also be used for
ballast. Section 2.2.2.4 describes the proposed seawater uptakes
and uses for the FSRU. Appendix D5 describes seawater intakes
and discharges during Project operations, and Appendix D6
describes the closed loop water system and provides thermal
plume modeling analysis of discharges from the backup seawater
cooling system.

When either the backup seawater cooling system or the IGG are
operating, the temperature of the discharged seawater would be
elevated above ambient temperatures no more than 20°F at the
point of discharge and would be 1.39°F at 300 m from the point of
discharge during the worst case scenario. These thermal
discharges would comply with the California Thermal Plan (see
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 and Appendix D6).
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G207-293
Sections 4.7.4 and 4.18.4 have been revised to include a
discussion of the thermal discharge plume and its potential impacts.

G207-294
Table 4.1-5 in Section 4.1.8.5 contains data about sea
temperatures from Buoy 46025. Data included are monthly and
annual minimums, means, and maximums for the period from April
1982 to December 2001. This represents the longest continuous
data source for climatological data in the area near the FSRU.
Collecting data at the site would represent only a snapshot. The
data set from Buoy 46025 is more representative of conditions over
the long term.

G207-295
The information provided in Table 4.18-4 was not intended to
provide the baseline ocean temperatures at the FSRU. As
discussed in the response to the previous comment, Section
4.1.8.5 provides the baseline sea temperatures near the FSRU
from April 1982 to December 2001. See the response to Comment
G207-292.
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G207-295 Continued

G207-296
Section 4.18.4 has been revised to include additional information
about the thermal discharge plume. Under the California Thermal
Plan, a thermal discharge may not exceed the receiving water
temperature by more than 20°F at the point of discharge and by 4°F
at a distance of 1000 feet. Appendix D6 contains the Applicant's
analysis of the thermal plume discharge. This analysis has been
independently verified and the results confirmed.

The exact temperature of discharge would vary according to the
temperature of intake water. It is not possible to provide the exact
temperature of the discharge because the intake temperature
would vary according to the time of the year. The models quantified
the change in temperature between the intake and the discharge.

G207-297
The lead agencies disagree with this interpretation of the
applicability of the California Thermal Plan; however, as a condition
of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit, the USEPA would limit the temperature for cooling water
discharge to a maximum of 20°F above ambient temperature at the
point of discharge and would allow a maximum increase of 4°F
above ambient temperature 1,000 feet down current from the
discharge point (see Appendix D6). The Applicant has modified the
Project to comply with these requirements. Sections 4.18.2 and
4.18.4 contain revised information on the thermal plume discharge.
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G207-297 Continued

G207-298
The Applicant has modified the Project since issuance of the March
2006 Revised Draft EIR to ensure that thermal discharges would
comply with the California Thermal Plan. Sections 4.18.3 and
4.18.4 contain the changes to the Project and the revised analysis.

G207-299
See the responses to the comments on the previous page.
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G207-300
The Project has been revised, and there has been a new analysis
of thermal plumes, which is contained in Appendix D6. Impact
BioMar-3 in Section 4.7.4 has been revised to reflect these Project
changes.

G207-301
As discussed in the responses to the comments on pages 119 to
122 of this letter, the Project has been revised such that the thermal
plumes discharged from the FSRU would comply with the intent of
the California Thermal Plan. Section 4.18.4 discusses the
engineering changes and analyzes the potential impacts.
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G207-301 Continued
See the response to the comment at the bottom of page 120 of this
letter.

G207-302
As discussed in the draft NPDES permit and Table 4.18-8 of the
Final EIS/EIR, "Section 403 of the CWA and the Ocean Discharge
Criteria Regulations (40 CFR Part 125, Subpart M) are intended to
"prevent unreasonable degradation of the marine environment and
to authorize imposition of effluent limitations, including a prohibition
of discharge, if necessary, to ensure this goal" (49 Fed. Reg.
65942, October 3, 1980)."

If the USEPA determines that a discharge will cause unreasonable
degradation, an NPDES permit will not be issued. If a determination
of unreasonable degradation cannot be made because of a lack of
sufficient information, the USEPA must then determine whether a
discharge will cause irreparable harm to the marine environment
and whether there are reasonable alternatives to on-site disposal.
To assess the probability of irreparable harm, the USEPA is
required to make a determination that the discharger, operating
under appropriate permit conditions, will not cause permanent and
significant harm to the environment. If data gathered through
monitoring indicate that continued discharge may cause
unreasonable degradation, the discharge must be halted or
additional permit limitations established.

The USEPA has mandated as a component of the draft NPDES
permit that cooling water discharges from the FSRU not exceed a
maximum temperature of 20°F above ambient and that the
maximum temperature increase at a distance 1000 feet from the
point of discharge not exceed 4°F above ambient; therefore the
USEPA has determined that meeting these requirements would be
protective of biological communities. These requirements are
consistent with the California Thermal Plan. The Applicant has
modified the Project to ensure compliance with these requirements.

To date, USEPA has concluded that the Project "would not cause
unreasonable degradation of the marine environment, and would
comply with the Ocean Discharge Criteria Regulations."
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G207-302 Continued

G207-303
Impact BioMar-6 in Section 4.7.4 contains information on the
potential impacts of an incident on marine biota. The Project has
been modified since issuance of the March 2006 Revised Draft
EIR. See Section 1.4.2 for a summary of Project changes. A closed
loop tempered water system would replace the seawater cooling
system. Section 4.7.4 discusses uptake volumes and potential
impacts of seawater uptake and discharge, including those on
ichthyoplankton from intake of seawater (also see Appendix H), and
those on water quality and the marine environment from thermal
discharges of cooling water. Section 2.2.2.4 contains a description
of the proposed uptakes and water uses for the FSRU.

See also the response to the comment on the previous page.
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G207-303 Continued

G207-304
The Applicant has modified the Project since issuance of the March
2006 Revised Draft EIR to ensure that thermal discharges would
comply with the California Thermal Plan. Sections 4.18.3 and
4.18.4 contain the changes to the Project and the revised analysis.
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G207-304 Continued

G207-305
The USEPA has determined that the Clean Water Act section
316(b) does not apply to LNG import facilities. In its Technical
Development Document for the Final Section 316(b) Phase III Rule,
the USEPA states that since there will be a limited number of LNG
import facilities that will be built, a national categorical rulemaking is
not required. As cited in Section 4.18.2, the USEPA stated,
"Consequently, EPA decided not to establish national categorical
requirements for new offshore LNG import terminals in the final
Phase III rule. Instead of national categorical impingement and
entrainment control requirements for existing and new offshore
LNG import terminals, permit writers must impose impingement
and/or entrainment controls under Section 316(b) on cooling water
intake structures at LNG import terminals on a case-by-case basis
using their best professional judgment."

In the draft NPDES permit, the USEPA Region 9 determined that
the cooling water intake structure must be designed to ensure a
maximum through-screen design intake velocity not to exceed 0.5
feet per second. According to the draft NPDES permit fact sheet,
USEPA Region 9 "believes that a maximum through-screen design
intake velocity not to exceed 0.5 feet/second is an appropriate
impingement control requirement for this proposed permit." The
Applicant has modified the Project to comply with this requirement.

G207-306
Impacts WAT-5a and WAT-5b in Section 4.18.4 have been updated
and contain additional information on potential accidental
discharges. There is no reason to assume that large, frequent spills
would occur during installation and construction. For example, all
vessels would have to comply with the applicable international,
Federal, State, and local laws and regulations, which are designed
to prevent spills. CSLC monitors would oversee construction and
installation. If a spill were to occur, the Applicant would have to
report it immediately to the proper authorities and clean-up
procedures would be initiated immediately. Noncompliance would
result in violations and fines.

During onshore construction, the Applicant would be required under
their SWPP permit to reduce the potential for pollutants to be
discharged. The Applicant incorporated measures into the Project
to minimize the potential release and migration of contaminants,
including AM TerrBio-1a and AM WAT-6b. In addition, a number of
mitigation measures (MM TerrBio-1b, MM HAZ-2b, MM HAZ-3a,



MM WAT-3a, MM WAT-4a, and MM WAT-4c) would minimize the
potential release and migration of contaminants during
construction.

Approximately 2,625 gallons of treated gray water would be
discharged per week. "The gray water would be treated using
filtration to separate particulate matter and UV oxidation to destroy
dissolved organic materials. Discharge of treated gray water to the
ocean would be in accordance with a facility-specific NPDES permit
issued by the USEPA." Discharges would be estimated based on
the requirements of the NPDES permit; therefore, it is unlikely that
discharges would not meet the NPDES standards.

Sections 4.18.4 Impacts WAT-1 and WAT-5a have been revised to
include information about discharges from Project support vessels,
both accidental and legally allowable.

G207-307
Impact BioMar-1 in Section 4.7.4 contains updated information
supporting the conclusion of short-term rather than long-term
impacts from construction.

Impact WAT-2 in Section 4.18.4 has been revised and contains
additional information about the basis for the conclusions about
turbidity.

Section 4.12.1.1 identifies the known ocean dumpsites that were
identified within 0.43 NM (0.5 mile) of the offshore pipeline routes
based on NOAA navigational charts. The pipeline routes do not
cross any known ocean dump sites.
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G207-307 Continued

G207-308
Section 4.1.4 defines "temporary" and "short-term" as follows:
Temporary - returns to baseline conditions after the activity stops;
and Short-term - returns to baseline conditions on its own within
one year of the activity.

Because the Applicant would use HDB instead of HDD, the
potential for spills has been reduced. As discussed in Section 2.6.1,
"The main difference between HDB and HDD is that in the HDB
method a pump, located near the drill head, is used to return
excess drilling fluid and cutting spoils back to the drill rig for
separation and recycling. As a result, drilling can occur using lower
drilling fluid pressure, which minimizes or eliminates the risk of
these fluids escaping into the surrounding formation or to the
surface." Therefore, the use of HDB, in and of itself, reduces the
potential for drilling fluid releases.

The Drilling Fluid Release Monitoring Plan (Appendix D) is both a
monitoring and response plan. Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.3, and 4.1.4 of
the Plan describe the monitoring methods, including visual
inspection, use of tracer dye, sampling, and divers, that would
occur to ensure that no release has occurred. Section 5 of the Plan
the different operating conditions the procedures that would be
undertaken if any release is suspected. Section 6 describes in
detail the different operating conditions and monitoring methods for
each operating condition. Section 7 describes the HDB drilling
clean-up procedures.

G207-309
As stated in Table 4.18-8, "[t]he State of California has adopted a
general storm water permit covering nonpoint source discharges
from certain industrial facilities and from construction sites involving
more than one acre. The Construction General Permit requires
preparation of a storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP)
and implementation of best management practices (BMPs) to
reduce the potential for pollutants (chemicals and sediment) to be
discharged from the construction site to waters of the State."

As indicated, the Applicant would be required under permit to
reduce the potential for pollutants to be discharged during
construction. To minimize the potential release and migration of
contaminants, the Applicant has incorporated erosion control during
construction (AM TerrBio-1a). In addition, the following mitigation
measures would minimize the potential release and migration of



contaminants during construction: a drilling fluid release monitoring
plan (MM WAT-3a), a strategic location for drilling fluids and
cuttings pit (MM WAT-4a), monitoring of stream crossing during
construction (MM WAT-4c), and backfilling, compaction, and
grading following construction (MM GEO-1b).

G207-310
Section 2.2.2.6 and Impact WAT-5a in Section 4.18.4 have been
revised to provide a more detailed explanation of discharges of
treated black water from the FSRU. A USCG-approved Marine
Sanitation Device (MSD) on the FSRU would use a sewage
digester to reduce the black water volume. The MSD would
generate approximately 85 to 90 gallons per day of treated black
water and 55 to 60 gallons of sludge per day. The sludge would be
packaged and transported offshore for proper disposal. The
monthly discharge of treated black water would not exceed 2,642
gallons per month under the FSRU's NPDES permit.

The document assumes that the Applicant would operate the
equipment on the FSRU correctly and must comply with the
stipulations of the NPDES permit. Any release of black water in
excess of the NPDES permitted quantities would result in a
violation.

G207-311
"Wastewater Treatment and Discharge" in Section 2.2.2.6 and
Impact WAT-5a in Section 4.18.4 contain information on how and
the quantities of gray water that would be treated before
discharged. "The gray water would be treated using filtration to
separate particulate matter and UV oxidation to destroy dissolved
organic materials. Discharge of treated gray water to the ocean
would be in accordance with the facility-specific NPDES permit
issued by the USEPA."

All construction vessels and Project support vessels over 300 gross
tons are prohibited by the California Clean Coast Act from
discharging oily bilge water, gray water, or sewage within 3 miles of
the coastline.

G207-312
The Applicant must comply with all applicable International,
Federal, State and local laws and regulations. Table 4.18-8 lists the
International Convention on the Control of Harmful Anti-Fouling
Systems on Ships. January 1, 2008, is the anticipated effective
date of implementation of this International Convention.
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G207-312 Continued

G207-313
Table 4.1-5 in Section 4.1.8.5 contains data about sea
temperatures from Buoy 46025. Data included are monthly and
annual minimums, means, and maximums for the period from April
1982 to December 2001. This represents the longest continuous
data source for climatological data in the area near the FSRU.
Collecting data at the site would represent only a snapshot. The
data set from Buoy 46025 is more representative of conditions over
the long term.

G207-314
See the responses to the comments on pages 119 to 126 of this
letter.

G207-315
Sections 4.18.1 and 4.18.4 have been revised to provide additional
information on this topic.

G207-316
The cumulative impacts analysis includes "probable future projects"
that may have impacts related to those that the Cabrillo Port LNG
Deepwater Port could create. For purposes of this analysis, the
OceanWay, Esperanza, and Excelerate projects were not included
in the analysis because they were not "probable future projects" as
of the time the NOP was released and the EIS/EIR was developed.
Even now, an application for a DWPA license for the Ocean Way
project alone has only recently been filed with the USCG/MARAD
and the city of Los Angeles and the environmental process has not
yet begun. See also the response to the comment at the bottom of
page 27 of this letter.

G207-317
The significance criteria outlined in Ventura County Air Pollution
Control District (VCAPCD) and South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA assessment guidelines are
used to establish the construction emission levels at which
mitigation measures should be considered and/or an EIR/EIS
should be prepared. These assessment guidelines do not stipulate
that construction emissions need to be reduced to these levels or
require emission offsets. Instead, the guidelines restate the CEQA
requirement that all feasible mitigation measures must be applied to
projects determined to have a significant impact as defined in the
EIR/EIS.



Section 4.6.1.3 contains a revised summary of construction
emissions. Section 4.6.4 contains a revised discussion of
applicable mitigation measures.
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G207-317 Continued

G207-318
Sections 4.6.1.4 and 4.6.2 contain information on Project emissions
of greenhouse gases and recent California legislation regarding
emissions of greenhouse gases. Cumulative impacts are
addressed in Section 4.20.3.6.

G207-319
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G207-320
The comment is consistent with the conclusions of the document.
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G207-321
Your statement is included in the public record and will be taken
into account by decision-makers when they consider the proposed
Project.

G207-322
This document has been prepared in full conformance with the
NEPA and the CEQA requirements for an EIS/EIR and meets or
exceeds pertinent standards for adequacy.

G207-323
The lead agencies, consistent with all responses herein,
respectfully disagree.

The lead agencies have reviewed the NEPA CEQ Guidelines and
the State CEQA Guidelines concerning recirculation and have
determined that the changes to the proposed Project and
associated information that has been included in the document
since the Revised Draft EIR was recirculated in March 2006 do not
meet the criteria listed specifically in section 15088.5(a)(1-4) of the
State CEQA Guidelines; therefore, the lead agencies believe
recirculation is unwarranted.
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